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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
RONALD DEAN LANCASTER, 
Plaintiff-Appellant, 
v. 
GERALD COOK, Warden, 
Utah State Prison, 
Defendant-Respondent. 
BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 
JURISDICTION AND NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS 
This appeal is from a denial of a Petition for Writ of 
Habeas Corpus in the Third Judicial District Court. This Court 
has jurisdiction to hear the appeal under Utah Code Ann. S 78-2-
2(3)(i) (Supp. 1988). 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 
1. Whether petitioner was afforded a full and fair 
hearing on his petition in the trial court below? 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Petitioner pled guilty to Criminal Homicide, Murder in 
the Second Degree, a first degree felony on June 26, 1978, in the 
Third Judicial District Court, State of Utah, the Honorable 
Ernest F. Baldwin, Judge, presiding. (R. 91-106)(See Appendix 
"A"; Transcript of Plea and Sentencing Hearing.) Petitioner was 
sentenced to serve a term of 5 years to life in the Utah State 
Prison. Id. 
Case No. 880396 
Category No. 3 
On or about September 18, 1987, petitioner filed a 
Petition for Post-Conviction Relief attacking his 1978 conviction 
on the grounds that his plea of guilty was unknowingly entered. 
(R. 3-33) On respondent's motion, the trial court dismissed the 
petition on the grounds that petitioner had not first moved to 
withdraw his guilty plea pursuant to Utah Code Ann. S 77-13-6 
(1982) and State v. Gibbons, 740 P.2d 1309 (Utah 1987) (R. 45). 
On appeal from the dismissal, this Court in a per 
curiam opinion remanded the case for an entry of findings on the 
merits. Lancaster v. Cookf 753 P.2d 505 (Utah 1988) (R. 64-5). 
This Court ruled that a Motion to Withdraw a Guilty Plea is not a 
prerequisite to seeking post-conviction relief attacking a guilty 
plea. Id. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
In his petition, petitioner raised multiple claims 
including the following: (1) the first degree murder information 
was defective; (2) the first and second degree murder statutes 
are unconstitutionally identical; (3) he was misled to plead 
guilty to second degree intentional murder; (4) the evidence was 
insufficient to prove second degree murder; (5) he believed his 
plea was to unintentional murder; (6) he should have pled guilty 
to manslaughter; (7) he should have been sentenced to 1 to 15 
years in prison; (8) the first and second degree murder statutes 
are unconstitutionally vague; (9) the trial judge did not make a 
finding that defendant understood the nature and elements of the 
offense; (10) the trial judge did not comply with Rule 11(e) of 
the Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure; (11) his attorney was 
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ineffective for allowing him to plead guilty to second degree 
murder, and; (12) the trial judge did not comply with the 
standards set forth in State v. Gibbons, 740 P.2d 1309 (Utah 
1987) (R. 3-33). 
On remand, an evidentiary hearing was held on September 
12, 1988, before Judge Scott Daniels. (R. 110) Petitioner was 
present representing himself. (R. 110, p.2) Upon reviewing the 
plea and sentencing transcript, and after extensive argument by 
petitioner, Judge Daniels found that petitioner's plea of guilty 
to second degree murder was voluntarily made after a full 
explanation of his rights, the elements of the offense, and the 
factual basis for the offense. (R. 110, p. 21-22) Accordingly, 
the petition was denied and dismissed. 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
Petitioner claims that he was denied a "full and fair" 
evidentiary hearing. The record indicates that petitioner was 
not precluded from offering evidence in support of his claims. 
The trial court considered the merits of petitioner's claims and 
found that petitioner's guilty plea was knowingly, intelligently, 
and voluntarily entered. Petitioner does not claim judicial 
bias. Therefore, the evidentiary hearing was "full" and "fair" 
and the trial court's ruling should be affirmed. 
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ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
PETITIONER WAS AFFORDED A FULL AND FAIR 
EVIDENTIARY HEARING. 
Petitioner'8 central claim in the court below was that 
he was unaware in 1978 that he was pleading guilty to an 
intentional murder. He asserted that because he did not 
premeditate the crime, he should not have been permitted to plead 
guilty to an intentional killing. On appeal, petitioner's sole 
claim is that he was denied a "full and fair" evidentiary hearing 
in the trial court below. Petitioner's claim is without merit. 
The United States Supreme Court explained that a full 
and fair hearing requires that a state court reach and decide 
-the issues of fact tendered by the defendant." Townsend v. 
Swain, 375 U.S. 293, 313-14 (1963). This Court has indicated 
that a "full" hearing requires that a habeas petitioner be 
afforded an opportunity to present relevant evidence in support 
of his claim. 01sen v. Deland, 739 P.2d 615, 616 (Utah 1987). 
Further, a "fair" hearing requires an impartial adjudication. 
Hillery v. Pulley, 563 F. Supp. 1228, 1235 (E.D. Cal. 1983). 
At the plea hearing held on June 26, 1978, Judge 
Baldwin discussed the plea with petitioner as follows: 
THE COURT: You understand the State would 
have to prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt to the satisfaction of 
eight jurors that on the 4th of 
February, 1978 in Salt Lake 
County that you, Ronald Dean 
Lancaster, did intentionally and 
knowingly cause the death of 
Patricia Cobb? The State would 
have to prove that beyond a 
reasonable doubt to the 
THE DEFENDANT: I'm aware of that. 
THE COURT: You're aware of that? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 
(R. 96; Appendix "A- at p. 6.) 
THE COURT: To the charge of criminal 
homicide, murder in the second 
degree, a first-degree felony 
that on or about the 4th of 
February[,] 1978 that you, Ronald 
Dean Lancaster, did intentionally 
and knowingly cause the death of 
Patricia Cobb? 
THE DEFENDANT: I plead guilty to that. 
THE COURT: Record may show the defendant has 
entered a plea of guilty to the 
matter. In connection with this 
plea I have to determine if it's 
knowingly, understandingly and 
made of your own free will and 
volition. Is this plea entered 
of your own free will and 
volition? 
THE DEFENDANT: It is, yes, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Have any promises been made to 
you concerning what your sentence 
will be? 
THE DEFENDANT: No. 
(R. 96; Appendix "AM at p. 7). 
THE COURT: Are you entering the plea of 
guilty because you are in fact 
guilty of the crime of criminal 
homicide, second-degree murder? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes, your honor. 
THE COURT: And you enter it of your own free 
will and volition? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 
THE COURT: Understanding the penalty is a 
term in the Utah State Prison for 
five years, which may be for 
life? 
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THE COURTi Understanding the penalty is a 
term in the Utah State Prison for 
five years, which may be for 
life? 
THE DEFENDANT; I understand that. 
(R. 96; Appendix "A" at p. 8.) 
As shown above, petitioner clearly indicated that he 
understood the fact that he was pleading guilty to intentionally 
killing Patricia Cobb and that the statutory maximum sentence for 
the offense was 5 years to life in the Utah State Prison. 
Further, at the evidentiary hearing, petitioner admitted the 
killing. (R. 110, p. 13). He simply claimed that he did not 
"premeditate" the crime as evidenced by the fact that the murder 
weapon was the victim's own knife. (R. 110, p. 13) He asserted 
that because he did not premeditate the crime, he should not have 
been permitted to plead guilty to an offense which includes 
intentional conduct as an alternative culpable mental state. 
At the evidentiary hearing, petitioner was permitted to 
argue extensively that he did not premeditate the killing. 
Petitioner did not subpoena any witnesses pursuant to Rule 45 of 
the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure nor did petitioner indicate 
that he wished to do so. Petitioner did file a Motion for 
Production of all court pleadings and transcripts from his 1978 
murder conviction. However, when asked at the evidentiary 
hearing what specific court records were necessary, petitioner 
only identified the sentencing transcript as significant. (R. 
110, pp. 4-5) Accordingly, the court granted petitioner's Motion 
for Production with respect to the sentencing transcript. (R. 
110, p. 21) The sentencing transcript was produced by respondent 
at the evidentiary hearing.(R. 110, p. 2) 
After permitting petitioner considerable time to 
present his evidence and arguments, the trial court ruled as 
follows? 
THE COURT: Okay. On the various 
motions, the motion for production of all 
court records will be granted in that I think 
the transcript is important and that has been 
produced. The other documents that are 
required, I don't think are relevant to the 
question. It will be denied as to those. 
The application to proceed in forma pauperis 
is granted. 
MR. LANCASTER: Is granted? 
THE COURT: Is granted. 
The motion for appointment of special 
counsel is denied. I don't think you are 
entitled to, in this particular case, an 
attorney in this hearing. The motion to 
dismiss will be granted. 
I think that as I read the transcript, 
it is very clear to me that you were informed 
of your rights; that you entered you plea 
freely and voluntarily. The elements of the 
crime were explained to you, and that you 
have clearly indicated that you were guilty 
of the crime. I don't know what more Judge 
Baldwin could have established a factual 
basis than what he did. 
The motion to dismiss the plea [sic] 
will be granted. Mr. Larsen, I will ask you 
to prepare an order to that effect. 
(R. 110, pp. 21-27)(See Addendum "B"? Findings, Conclusions, and 
Order)• 
As shown above, Judge Daniels reached the merits of 
petitioner's claim and found that petitioner's plea of guilty to 
second degree murder was knowingly, intelligently, and 
voluntarily made. Id. In light of the finding that the plea was 
valid, Judge Daniels did not address petitioner's legal claims of 
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a defective information and an unconstitutional second degree 
murder statute. See Tollett v. Henderson, 411 U.S. 258, 267 
(1973) (Holding that a defendant is precluded from alleging a 
denial of a constitutional right which occurred prior to the 
entry of a voluntary and intelligent guilty plea). Nothing in 
the record indicates that petitioner was precluded from offering 
further evidence in support of his claim. Moreover, petitioner 
does not claim bias on the part of Judge Daniels. Therefore, it 
should be concluded that petitioner was afforded a "full" and 
-fair" hearing in the habeas trial court. 
CONCLUSION 
Based upon the foregoing, respondent respectfully 
requests this Court to affirm the denial of the Petition for Writ 
of Habeas Corpus. 
DATED t h i s / / % ^ d a y of January, 1989. 
R. PAUL VAN DAM 
Attorney General 
DAN R. LARSEN 
Assistant Attorney General 
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APPENDIX A 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL. DISTRICT COURT 
mmm 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
RONALD DEAN LANCASTER, 
Defendant. 
Criminal No. CR78-256 
€©PY 
TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 
June 26, 1978 
BEFORE THE HONORABLE ERNEST F. BALDWIN 
District Court Judge 
A P P E A R A N C E S : 
For the State of Utah: SPENCE AUSTIN 
Deputy County Attorney 
240 East 400 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
For the Defendant: JOHN HILL 
JOSEPH FRATTO 
Attorneys at Law 
333 South 200 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
O00031 
1 I SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, JUNE 26, 1978 
THE COURT: State of Utah versus Lancaster. 
I understand the county attorney had amended information 
to file. 
MR, AUSTIN: We do, your Honor. May I approach 
the bench? 
THE COURT: Yes. The State has now filed amended 
information. Should it not be entitled "Amended." 
MR. AUSTIN: It should, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Shall we title it? Do you have 
a copy, Mr. Hill? 
MR. HILL: I do and I111 make that addition, 
your Honor, with the Court's permission. 
THE COURT: All right. Case 78-276, the Court 
has received amended information, in the District Court 
of Salt Lake County, the State of Utah, plaintiff, versus 
Ronald Dean Lancaster, Amended Information, Criminal 78-256. 
Is your true and correct name Ronald Dean Lancaster 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes, your Honor. 
THE COURT: I'm required by law to read the 
information. 
(Whereupon, the Court read the information.] 
THE COURT: Are you ready to enter a plea to 
the amended information that has just been read to you, 
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Mr. Lancaster? ' 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir. 
MR. HILL: We are, your Honor. 
THE COURT: As I understand, he intends to enter 
a plea of guilty to the information. Do you know what plea 
you're going to enter, Mr. Lancaster? 
MR. HILL: Speak up, Ron. They have to take 
you down. 
THE DEFENDANT: Oh. Yes, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Before you enter a plea of guilty 
to the information charging you with the crime of criminal 
homicide, murder in the second degree and which is a first 
degree felony, I must advise you the penalty therefor carried 
with it a punishment of what? 
MR. AUSTIN: Five to life, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Pursuant to the provisions of the 
statutes, was the section on — a felony of the first degree 
is for a term of not less than five years and which may 
be for life. There is no alleged claim there was a firearm 
used, is there? 
THE WITNESS: No. 
THE COURT: In addition thereto, the Court can 
impose a fine up to what, $10,000? 
MR. HILL: Thatfs correct. 
THE COURT: You understand thatfs the penalty, 
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not less than five years and may be for life in the Utah \ 
State Prison. 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes# your Honor. 
THE COURT: You understand you have the right 
to trial by jury? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 
THE COURT: In a case like this, you have a 
right to trial by eight jurors. You understand the jury 
would have to be unanimous in their finding of guilty or 
not guilty? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes, your Honor. 
THE COURT: You know you have a right to remain 
silent, can't be forced to give evidence against yourself, 
that you're giving up that right? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 
MR. HILL: Ron, if you don't understand, ask 
the Court to repeat the question. 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 
THE COURT: Do you understand that? You can't 
be forced to testify or to give any evidence against yourself? 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes, I understand those rights. 
THE COURT: Do you understand in the event of 
trial, those that accuse you of the crime would be under 
oath on the stand and would have to confront you, tell their] 
story in your presence and be examined in your presence, 
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i may have the 
THE COURT: You may do so # s i r . 
- I ' ' ' » > '"« 1 Mr Lancaster,- have 
2 ' p«**~ 1
 rtm1 yourself had an opportunity to discuss 
3 the facts of this eabe? 
4 I THE m?¥h '/n " , Ht "i 
5 MR, HILL: I|!I lid have we had can o p p o r t u n i t y to 
„iS discuss any and all defenses i" I i«-- A « M * 
I T H E D L L i MI A N i Y i s , 
jl I I Fi! I I 1 1 . J Hi i d 11 a v ip - an opport ;* : * • t o 
9 c o n f e r w, ,' i hn >« < i > , "
 k . ,mg 
| 0 I, 111-" CASV . • 
11 Tin WITNI 'I'I Manv f, inn"-
1 2 W It•
 r i b a 1.1. b 11 e ci w 11 h those 
13 discussions? 
1 | THE WITNESS: Vi - im 
15 | I
 H j L L : N O W , the L'LHJI I has asked if any promises 
16 were made to you in hui >;, n " t asked v i whether I he i P were 
1 7 -•« i1" promise1 I if'.u ' ,• , u s i r,,i '.".as there 
18 a promise made to you .is tai as a reduction of the plea? 
19 DEFENDANT: Yes 1  l"Jlhi i mi I h -i! u - r pq/:t i <jl 
20 t o l ' i .1 I I ii li ml *as 11 ,. r a p e ? 
21 HILL: Rape. 
22 I THE DEFENDANT: 
2 IHE CO! JR 1 I he Court did see • - * • ^-
24 county attorney has amended their information, did originally! 
25 charqeu what »| * , ,iml li.-i's been amended to murdeq 
10 
I he second degree rather than a iirst degree. 
Mil H 11 ill ? Now i i in a I | >i oi ni nn . 
«i irr,,v,! i"i ih. if i rei yttiii'i-.i would be done as - possib^ 
to make trie? record clear that yv.u would be pleadir i , , 
* plea barga in s i iniii t, 11 "ii,, 1 (i„iji, I " n 1 i". i„i1.1 plead guilty 
J '.» 1 >, >„"i were? 9u1.lty of knowingly and intentiona^l 
* -s *" 2 the death , and i t should not be i nf er 1' rc, f• 
plea bargaii li 1 ig dow i 1 sometl i i 1 ig you were guilty 
-ely to avoid a tri al? 
10 I THE DEFENDANT: if. Nations 
• 
i' TTTT T in ii,! f ' n I 11 in r p f ( i i j- d , l i 1 " '»" J K 4 ' 
•
J
 a s c l e d ' JI 'i j 11' « "I in , 1 1 1 i'i I 1 '"i" i 1  1 UP r e a s o n 1 > i th« 
""
 n
 ' > l u t m a t i o n I 1 IIILJ t iL"1 , i M|i" L a n c a s t e r was . a d a m a n t 
15 and there were promises made t o him • , | > « - e t « f \ • 
1
 " J * ' " 11" 111 111 1  ' 1  ' i ^ a r a s p o s s i b l e Tn 1 s w a s n ' t 
I i r i e i e l y \ \
 |( n .1 I |in.>a barga in to avoid a t r i a l on a car it ii 
se. 
19 »^preciate that T was going 
20 to give the county attorney a chance, ask him ,ihi \ 
2 1 ' «"1< ng so. 
2 I "II1"1 II I I I , , : So f o r t h a t l e a s i n i , that p r o m i s e 
U w a s m a d e t o M1 1 -a, n c a s t e r a n d ,a *i f a r a";. 1 iri s ,11,« I I I I I-
.H the tewr'H will I 11 \ li'.n MI,I„, ! II 1,1 IT, a iter, that it was not 
I !"i I "i1 pica bargain mt:1 rely to avoid a death penalty-type situatiori 
oOC^Qi 
THE DLI-'UIJANI V>s( t h a t WHS — 
THE COURT: Would you l i k e Lo s t a l e un t h e r e c o r d 
i] J ::: •" i i: educed , IMli i i i i 11? 
MR. AUSTIN: iinui'i rue c i r c u m s t a n c e s
 # your Honor J 
I b e l i e v e Mr. H i l l has s t a t e d i t q u i t e s u c c i n c t l y , f u r t h e r in[v< 
t i c jd t i c )i i tin in mi i i in i i i mi n 11 I mi """"B I" I'II I tH I in f™"* r 
laboratory tests indicated thuil > pcond-degree murder i s 
a more appropriate charqe in this i ii \V 
"'I I'l " U | " , ,,1- , ,, "I j I I een able 
to prove all t Imp elements necessary tor a capital crimp' 
M i l l k\l I  II 111 W l II II 1 1 ill ' II Il II ! i l l S I I 
t a r on t h e r e c o r d t o say no your Honor . I t h i n k i t ' s more 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y c h a r g e d as a s e r o n d - d e g r e e murde r , 
TH* i Mini l liii If i I I I i In f a r t s and c i r c u m s t a n c e s 
and r e p o r t s you have "n-'t I iii mot p r i v y t o a 11 ot t i n s 
and 1 want t h e r e c o r d ti > I I I m i iiiiii) , - i i i inn i , il hi 
A l i g h t li o s ay why, and Mt h i i i , liei.duse I tl i t h i n k 
i t " b a p p r o p r i a t e r e a l l y for H e C o u r t , when w e ' r e t a l k i n g , 
I In I l i f t i IJ in i i i I i I I I 1 I in I in in II| i I 11 I i I l IJ in« i IIIIII J a 
£ i r" s t - d e g r e e f e 1 o n y . 
AUSTIN: -h*r*k u n d e r t h e c i r c u m s t a n c e s , 
harerer* ^Q * s e c o n d -
d e g r e e m u r d e r . 
THE COURT; With I he d-i ; l s «;i "I i iiriiiiTi 
1 1: ,! , 1 , *ou3 d make t h i s a p p r o p r i a t e , you t h i n k ? 
12 
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MR. AUSTIN: Yes. j 
THE COURT: Mr. Hill? 
MR. HILL: I would concur with that, your Honor, 
THE COURT: All right. 
MR. HILL: And I think the record should reflect 
that that promise has been made to Mr. Lancaster that that 
would be done. I think Mr. Austin has done that as well 
as myself, and beyond that, I have no other promises that's 
been made to you, has there? 
THE DEFENDANT: No. That was all. 
THE COURT: All right. I'm obliged to sentence 
in not less than two nor more than ten days. What are your 
desires? 
MR. HILL: We'd waive that statutory time. We 
would ask the Court to impose sentence today. 
THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 
THE COURT: Itfs the judgement of the Court 
the defendant having waived the statutory time for sentence 
of not less than two nor more than ten, be imprisoned 
at the Utah State Prison for the indeterminate term provided 
by law, not less than five years and which may be for life. 
And in accordance with the statutes of the State 
of Utah, that's the statutory sentence. 
MR. HILL: Thank you. For the record, 
Mr. Lancaster, do you have any question about the proceedings 
13 
OOO^CJ 
that have taken place? • 
THE DEFENDANT: No, I agree with everything. 
THE COURT: Think you understand fully, 
completely then. All right. I have proposed -- I have 
imposed the maximum sentence allowed by law, not a fine, 
but a fine would be, I think, is in lieu of a jail sentence 
and I have no intention of that. 
He may be committed forthwith. 
MR. HILL: There's one courtesy the Court might 
be able to extend to Mr. Lancaster. He had some rather 
personal items that means a great deal to him in the form 
of some pictures that he had taken of a chess set he had 
designed. We have been unable to locate that. I wonder 
if your clerk might call the police department, John Johns tor} 
and make a request that they look further for those 
photographs. That would be a courtesy to Mr. Lancaster 
he would very much appreciate. 
THE COURT: Isn't Mr. Austin any push or pull 
with the police? 
MR. AUSTIN: Think I may be able to make that 
request. 
THE COURT: I111 have the clerk call and also, 
if you would do whatever you could. 
THE COURT: All right. 
MR. HILL: May I be excused, your Honor? 
14 
000 ^Qi 
MR. FRATTO: May I be excused? 
THE COURT: Yes, Mr. Hill, Mr. Fratto and 
Mr. Austin. Thank you. 
[Whereupon, the proceedings were concluded.) 
-00O00-
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APPENDIX B 
FILED IN CLERK'S G ^ C E 
Salt Lake County L;jh 
DEC C 1930 
DAVID L. WILKINSON (3472)
 H D J n H.no:£y <Tcr\ 3 r / W Couri 
Attorney General *r fA\i L •> CLujnL , 
DAN R. LARSEN (4865) C*..ry Clerk 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorneys for Respondent 
236 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
Telephone: (801) 538-1021 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
RONALD DEAN LANCASTER, \ 
Plaintiff-Respondent, \ 
v. \ 
GERALD COOK, Warden, \ 
Utah State Prison, 
\ FINDINGS OF FACTS AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
\ Case No. C87-6429 
\ Judge Scott Daniels 
Defendant-Appellant. 
The above-entitled matter came on regularly for an 
evidentiary hearing on the 12th day of September, 1988, before 
the Honorable Scott Daniels, Judge, presiding. Petitioner was 
present without counsel. Respondent was represented by Dan R. 
Larsen, Assistant Attorney General. The Court having considered 
the evidence and arguments presented by the parties, and being 
fully advised in the premises, hereby enter its Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law: 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. That the nature and elements of the offense of 
Second Degree Murder were sufficiently explained to petitioner by 
Judge Ernest F. Baldwin at the plea and sentencing hearing held 
on June 26, 1978. 
2. That petitioner knowingly, intelligently, and 
voluntarily entered a plea of guilty to intentionally or 
knowingly causing the death of Patricia Cobb. 
3. That petitioner knew and understood that the 
statutory sentence for the offense of Second Degree Murder was a 
term of not less than five years and which may be for life. 
4. That petitioner failed to file a direct appeal from 
his judment and sentence. 
5. That petitioner is without funds to pay the costs 
in this matter. 
6. That the State has produced the transcript of the 
plea and sentencing hearing held on June 26, 1978. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
1. That petitioner'8 plea was knowingly, 
intelligently, and voluntarily entered. 
2, That petitioner may not raise issues in his 
petition which could or should have been raised on direct appeal. 
Codianna v. Morris, 660 P.2d 1101, 1104 (Utah 1983). 
2. That the petition otherwise fails to state a 
constitutional claim upon which relief can be granted. 
-2-
3. That the issues raised do not justify appointment 
of stand-by counsel for petitioner. 
DATED this Co day of September, 1988. 
BY THE COURT: 
C
"
K
 SCOTT DANIELS 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
By J U ^ut/ C ;K 
I hereby certify that a true and accurate copy of the 
foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law was mailed, 
postage prepaid, to Ronald Dean Lancaster, P.O. Box 250, Draper, 
Utah 84020, this /fj day of September, 1988. 
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DAVID L, WILKINSON (3472) 
Attorney General 
DAN R. LARSEN (4865) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorneys for Respondent 
236 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
Telephone! (801) 538*1021 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OP UTAH 
RONALD DEAN LANCASTER, t 
Plaintiff-Respondent, s ORDER 
v. t 
GERALD COOK, Warden, : Case No. C87-6429 
Utah State Prison, 
: Judge Scott Daniels 
Defendant-Appellant. 
The above-entitled matter came on regularly for an 
evidentiary hearing on the 12th day of September, 1988, before 
the Honorable Scott Daniels, Judge, presiding. Petitioner was 
present without counsel. Respondent was represented by Dan R. 
Larsen, Assistant Attorney General. 
The Court having entered its Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law, and good cause appearing therefore, it is 
hereby: 
ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows: 
1. That petitioner'8 motion to proceed without costs 
is granted. 
FILED IN CLERK'S OFFICE 
Salt Lake County t:ah 
DEC C1988 
H. Diwfe!Hindlcy. ciak 3./DISI. Court 
Ca».uty Cicrk 
2. That petitioner's Motion for Production of 
Documents is granted regarding the transcript of the plea and 
sentencing hearing held on June 26, 1978. 
3. That petitioner'8 Motion for Production of 
Documents is denied in all other respects. 
4. That petitioner's Motion for Appointment of Stand-
by Counsel is denied. 
5. That the State's Motion to Dismiss is granted. 
DATED this \o day of September, 1988. 
BY THE COURT: 
SCOTT D A N I E L S ° 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that a true and accurate copy of the 
foregoing Order was mailed, postage prepaid, to Ronald Dean 
Lancaster, P.O. Box 250, Draper, Utah 84020, this /^r^day of 
September, 1988. 
S£h/;yi?^fk L, J 
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